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ABSTRACT 
   
 There have been a significant number of studies on independent museums, but 
university museums are rarely researched, and such studies have focused primarily on 
differences in governance structures between them and independent museums. The lack 
of research on the funding models of university museums, particularly on small to mid-
size, is a significant problem, because the well-established protocols of the independent 
museum do not always apply to university museums.  This research uses the literature 
available to form a picture of what questions need to be asked to understand the unique 
needs of university museums. Our primary research consisted of a case study of a 
particular university museum. I conducted focus group, interviews and surveys with 
Glencairn Museum’s audience to discover what did or might motivate them to become 
members and eventually donors. The literature suggested that university museums lack 
autonomy from the parent organization, which may prevent fundraising at high levels of 
funding, especially when they are prevented from forming long-term relationships with 
those members who are likely to give and this was borne out in our research with 
Glencairn. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
 
 
“In a context where many universities were privately founded historically or 
depend for their financial health on philanthropic support [and] continuous 
fundraising endowment incomes, rising pressures on college budgets have forced 
some [United States] administrators to consider deaccessioning or ‘monetisation’ 
of collection assets” (Simpson 2014, 19). 
 
“Despite many encouraging signs, many university museums remain under-
funded and under-exploited” (MacDonald, Arnold-Forster, and Curtis 2013, 16). 
 
Small to mid-size university museums have struggled to sustain funding in this current 
economic environment, even larger museums such as Penn Museum, in the downturn of 
2008, have struggled to sustain their operations.  The two quotes above demonstrate the 
current need for different and better funding models for university museums. University 
museums are funded differently than independent museums, which have the advantage of 
being distinct entities, controlling their own budgets and are supported by their own 
boards.  University museums, while appearing similar to independent museums in terms 
of their programs and educational outputs, typically receive much of their funding from 
their parent university, do not have their own governing board, and are administratively 
controlled by the parent entity. Key to independent museums success is their vibrant 
membership programs, which invite people to support the museum, and then with more 
engagement develop them into donors.  Independent museums have created a funding 
model that has proved successful; naturally, university museums have tried to adopt 
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similar funding models, yet many struggle to raise the significant funds that their 
counterparts can. This lack of financial support by the broader public for university 
museums is due in part to the control placed on them by the parent entity.  Because of 
these restraints, university museums may be unable to reach their audience or their 
members with their need for support. 
Although the research on the funding of independent museums is abundant, there 
is a dearth of studies on the funding of university museums. This lack of research is a 
significant problem because the well-established protocols of the former do not always 
apply to the latter. Using Glencairn, a small but noteworthy university museum, as a 
model, this paper will help us examine the distinct needs of university museums' funding 
models, and the unique needs of their member and donor base. In order to collect data on 
Glencairn’s fundraising; I conducted research on Glencairn’s membership through focus 
groups and surveys. Some of the questions were specifically tailored to the needs of 
Glencairn and their current focus while other questions were taken from the literature that 
shed light on motivations for becoming members and eventually donors.  
The purpose of this case study is to compare Glencairn Museum’s business model 
and membership program to university museums and to museums without a parent entity. 
We use the literature for the museum fundraising model and then we review the unique 
challenges and benefits of university museums through Glencairn Museum’s primary 
research. We learn from Kotler, Kotler, and Kotler that university museums have funding 
structures like their museum counterparts (2008). However, the smaller to midsize 
university museum does not have the prestige attached to their organization, making 
fundraising more difficult especially with higher levels of donors. Further, little research 
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has been done on the business models of university museums. Glencairn Museum’s 
challenges are not unique. However, it is important to study a university museum in detail 
to assess potential new models. At the end of this paper, we start to pose some solutions 
to the current membership model of Glencairn Museum as well as identify areas that 
should be further developed and researched. 
Ultimately, to conduct this study we need to think about why funding models are 
so important for university museums. Lack of funding limits the creativity of ideas both 
for programing and for problem solving. University museums do not have time to spend 
brainstorming because they are constantly working to keep current programing in place. 
When a college president sets the parameters for university museum fundraising, it may 
stifle growth and potential. These parameters may create a culture where permission must 
be sought even to think outside the box. 
 
Methodology 
 
This research project uses a mixed methodology with a transformative and 
pragmatic worldview (Creswell 2014, 9-11). The transformative worldview fits into the 
construct on two levels.  One, I interned at Glencairn Museum for a number of years and 
still have a strong relationship with the organization and their staff. Therefore, my 
perspective is filtered by past experiences and current relationships. In addition, since 
Glencairn Museum is prevented from actively fundraising from its constituent base by the 
parent entity—a typical problem as shown by Davis, Morris and Willumson – which 
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leads me to advocate for their cause through this research. My research is pragmatically-
based in that I would like to help address Glencairn’s funding problems.  
 
Interviews 
 
The qualitative research began in the fall of 2013, interviewing the public 
relations coordinator and the director in order to learn the current state of Glencairn 
Museum and how they were currently addressing their marketing and development needs. 
In January and February 2014, I conducted seven focus groups that involved 29 people 
with two to seven participants per group. Fifteen of these people were first-time visitors 
of Glencairn Museum, two people were paying members and seven were employee 
members. I also conducted nine interviews over those same two months: four were Bryn 
Athyn College students, four were employee members and one was a first-time visitor to 
Glencairn Museum. The focus groups were conducted randomly by asking people to 
participate during events and tours. As I had difficulty gaining enough participation from 
employee members, I had to garner their participation by calling and scheduling time 
with them in all but one case.  The people I interviewed were those who were interested 
in participating, but who were unable to attend a focus group. 
 
Surveys 
 
Along with conducting focus groups and interviews, I also prepared a survey of 
both closed and open-ended questions. The survey was sent to Glencairn’s audience in 
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several different ways, in an effort to create a random sample of Glencairn’s audience. It 
was imbedded in Glencairn’s quarterly newsletter and gained only 33 participants, the 
newsletter was opened by 822 people. I then emailed it to all paying members who had 
email addresses and to all employee members. It was also posted to Glencairn’s Facebook 
page and Twitter account, which then garnered another 163 respondents. I also mailed 67 
hard copies to those members and lapsed members who did not have email addresses, 
which resulted in 19 returned surveys. Not all of the surveys were completed; I was left 
with 197 completed surveys of both hard and soft copies. The survey period began in late 
February and ended in late March of 2014. A full copy of the survey is included in 
Appendix A. The survey is designed with 33 questions, though sections are tailored such 
that no one person will have to answer all 33 questions. The survey includes questions 
about membership motivations and discovers the potential prospect pool for higher level 
fundraising.  It also includes demographic data to see if Glencairn’s audience functions in 
a particular way. 
 
Survey Limitations 
 
The first part of this paper discusses the best practices of building a successful 
museum business model, and then discusses the benefits and challenges of being a 
university museum. There is unfortunately little data and information on university 
museums' business models, so this part of the paper reviews the relevant literature that is 
available in scholarly journals, textbooks, and publications about independent museums' 
business models, and about how university museums differ from independent ones. The 
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second part of this paper looks at the primary research conducted and how the literature 
compares to Glencairn’s model: where the literature can help Glencairn, and where 
further research is necessary because university museums like Glencairn are different 
from those described in the literature. 
The limitations in this study are that, it should not be broadly generalized to the 
sector without further research, as I am conducting a case study on one university 
museum membership program.  Another drawback is that my own ties to the organization 
and my strong relationships with the staff might limit my ability to see a broader 
perspective. I believe that in the focus groups and interviews with employee members, I 
spoke to people who were more engaged in Glencairn Museum, so their inclusion may 
have skewed the study to be less representative of visitors in general.  Additionally, I may 
have produced an error in the study by only allowing people to choose one program as 
their favorite. I only realized this after the results had been tallied and I read through the 
comments of the open-ended questions 
 
Literature Review 
 
Part I. Business Model of Museum Memberships 
 
 Museums in the United States are funded by a combination of government 
support, donor support, earned income, and investment income (Kotler, Kotler, Kotler 
2008, 191). Each museum has a different funding mix depending on its unique 
institutional needs and endowment income. According to Mark Lilia, “American 
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museums began as philanthropic enterprises, and so they remain today. […] private 
contributions remain the single largest source of museum income” (Lila 1985, 28).  
Museums as nonprofit entities rely on individual giving, though, like most nonprofits, the 
funding sources vary considerably from institution to institution. This section reviews the 
funding model used by independent museums, particularly how membership can provide 
the base level support from which donors develop. 
Earned income is made up of different revenue streams that fund the operational 
costs of the museum. Neil G. Kotler, Philip Kotler and Wendy I. Kotler in their book 
Museum Marketing and Strategy: Designing Missions, Building Audiences, Generating 
Revenue and Resources state that, “the largest sources of earned income consist of 
admission fees, membership fees, revenue from museum shops, and rental of facilities” 
(2008, 197). Earned income is sought by museums because the museum is free to use the 
funds where needed, whereas donors and granting agencies usually seek to fund new 
projects and innovate programs (Kotler, Kotler, Kotler 2008, 205).  
A well-developed membership program has benefits both for the museum and the 
consumer. However, Hayes and Slater have done extensive research on the cost-benefits 
of museum programs (2004, 60). They believe, “In financial terms the host ought to be 
the greatest beneficiary; if it is greater for the member, the organisation is at risk of 
cannibalising its earning potential
1”.  Moreover, they maintain museums must evaluate 
the membership programs both for cost and for creating a membership market (Hayes 
and Slater 2004, 65). Paswan and Troy agree, demonstrating that the cost of membership 
                                                 
1This article was written in the U.K. 
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should be higher than the tangible benefits received by the individual (2004, 2). 
Membership should benefit the museum more than it does the consumer.  
Museums not only use membership to cover general operating costs, but members 
are also potential new donors. As Janet Labyak asserts, “Thus members are the 
foundation of the museum's fundraising and development efforts and consequently 
provide the very basis for the long-term financial stability of the institution” (1995, 14). 
Margot Wallace agrees with Labyak. In her book Museum Branding: How to Create and 
Maintain Image, Loyalty, and Support, she points out, “And members become even more 
valuable when they follow up their dues with service to the museum, word-of–mouth 
recommendations, and donations” (2006, 49).  Suzette Sherman writes for Museum 
magazine that “Membership programs engage a community of individuals who have 
stepped forward to become involved in a museum’s activities and mission in a deeper 
way” (2013, 73). These relationships lead to better support of the institution and should 
be sought after. Part of the fundraising process is building deeper relationships to create 
prospects for development. Audience members are unlikely to become donors if they are 
not deeply engaged with the organization. These audience members show their 
engagement by purchasing memberships or by volunteering. 
 Many people visit the museum and only pay the admission fees and yet, according 
to research conducted by Mary Ann Glynn, C.B. Bhattacharya, and Hayagreeva Rao, 
“…becoming a member of an art museum is a way of accruing social credibility that is 
valued for the prestige that it confers rather than tangible benefits such as free admission 
to the museum” (1996, 263).  Conversely, there are those who join the membership 
program because of the discount received after a certain number of reoccurring visits. 
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Paswan and Troy discuss these tangible benefits in their paper “Non-profit organization 
and Membership Motivation: An Exploration in the Museum Industry”, saying that 
“…marketing programs could emphasize both children’s and tangible benefits to appeal 
to lower end members” (2004, 9). Both high and low levels of membership are an 
essential component of the museum membership model. 
As people develop a relationship with the organization and become members they 
begin to engage with the mission of the museum and to believe in its purpose. 
Concerning museum membership, Sherman says that “[…] visitors and ticket buyers look 
beyond a single transaction and buy into a year-long experience with an expectation of 
visiting regularly and supporting a mission and organization they care about” (2013, 70). 
Wallace agrees, maintaining that “Good members [(…)] feel a deep affinity to your 
museum. They feel so aligned with your mission, they wouldn’t dream of switching to 
another museum next year” (Wallace 2006, 43). Bhattacharya, Rao and Glynn show this 
alignment to be vital in their paper “Understanding the Bond of Identification: An 
Investigation of Its Correlates among Art Museum Members” (1996, 46).  They believe 
that the mission should be at the core of every membership program, which allows 
members to align with the museum’s purpose and vision when purchasing their 
membership. 
Successful fundraising models at museums begin with having membership 
programs, creating tiered levels of membership, and end with major gift programs. Hayes 
and Slater discuss this tiered level of membership and agree with Paswan and Troy (2003, 
66). Paswan and Troy write, “Most nonprofit organizations offering membership levels 
provide some type of tangible benefit in return for participation, and the value of the 
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benefit tends to increase with increases in membership level” (2004, 2). Tiered levels of 
membership allow people to become familiar with your organization before supporting 
the organization at higher levels, eventually becoming substantial supporters and donors 
of your organization. Stanley Weinstein writes, “In many capital campaigns and mature 
fundraising programs, the top 10 percent now donate 90 percent of the amount raised” 
(2009, 5-6). The top 10% of donors are a crucial part of the funding model. However, 
those high level donors are unlikely without the membership structure that engages them 
over time, aligning them with the mission. 
As the above authors demonstrate, research on museum focuses primarily on 
independent art museums, because these institutions have large visitor audiences and a 
broad base of support by their membership. Therefore, research results tend to cover that 
sector.  Because of this bias, university museums should be studied too, however, since 
their audiences and membership bases may be smaller and may also need a more finely-
tuned approach than independent museums.  
 
Part II. University Museum 
 
I needed to understand the differences between an independent museum and a 
university museum to better understand the challenges in their business models.  A 
university museum is a subsidiary of a parent entity, which means it has less control over 
its finances than an independent museum. University museums are typically funded by 
the parent entity, and with those funds come parental oversight and little control over the 
budget by the museum director: “Despite many encouraging signs, the majority of 
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university museums remain under-funded and under-exploited by their host universities” 
(MacDonald, Arnold-Forster, and Curtis 2013, 16).  University museums are full of 
conflicting priorities: university museum directors are balancing between the needs of the 
university campus, the community at large, and the long-term financial viability.  
University museums have some distinct positives that are imbedded in the 
academic structure to these types of structure. For examples, studies show that university 
museum professors and curators publish more than their counterparts in non-university 
museums, due to the mantra of “publish or perish” emphasized by academic institutions 
(King 1980, 26). Additionally, there are staff efficiencies since they have support from a 
parent entity. This is usually seen in the areas of operations, campus security, marketing 
and development (Zeller 1975, 87). University museums also have access to student 
workers; this, however, is a mixed blessing. While students can be used as volunteers and 
workers, a continual flow of inexpensive labor, they may not be given proper oversight or 
direction given the smaller staff of university museums (King 1980, 27).  
Michael McGraw found through his research in 1996 that as little as 44% of 
campus art museums have an endowment, and of those that do the median is $55,000 
(1996, 93). These small endowments weaken the already limited financial control of a 
university museum. Terry Zeller discusses in the article “The Role of the Campus Art 
Museum” how the university museum's financial resources are typically from the broader 
university, and that all administrative and operational functions report to someone other 
than the museum director (Zeller 1975, 88). Most university museums are completely 
reliant on the parent organization for their operating budget. 
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University museums have been “fight[ing] for funds within the academic 
structure” since 1976 when Gordon Davis wrote his article “Financial Problems Facing 
College and University Museums” (1976, 116). The problems he discusses for university 
museums are the same ones still being discussed today. Creating even more difficulties is 
the changing educational landscape. Glenn Willumson points out that, “With the 
widening gulf between museums and the academy, some university presidents cut 
budgets, arguing that museums drained increasingly precious funds from their 
universities' teaching mission” (2000, 16).  This inevitably leads to stress on the 
university museum. As Violet Morris maintains in her thesis Leveraging the brands of 
campus museums: Opportunities and strategies, “It was only a matter of time before 
university museums could no longer count on full financial support from their parent 
institutions”(2013, 7). Moreover, as technology and innovation have become more 
important to the educational environment, the tangible artifacts have become less 
important. 
Because of these funding problems and cultural changes, university museums 
have had to find their own outside funding sources:  
With few exceptions, museums have been low priorities for college 
administrators, no matter how committed the museum may be to campus service. 
[..] it is necessary for campus museums to broaden their base of support by 
looking beyond their ivy-covered walls of academe to corporate, foundation, state 
and federal, and public membership support. (Zeller 1975, 92)  
 
University museums are facing a new reality, as Sally MacDonald and Jack Ashby 
discuss in their article “Museums: Campus Treasures” noting that, “With the financial 
situation now bleaker than ever, university museums must again reconnect with research 
and teaching and open their doors to the public” (2011, 164). The university museum 
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must now fundraise, and in doing so competes with public and private museums with a 
smaller amount of resources (Wallace 2003, 28). 
 There are significant challenges in fundraising for university museums as they are 
not considered autonomous from the university and are not in control of their constituent 
base. Willumson describes how administration used to allow free access to alumni and 
potential donors.  This access has changed as many campuses have launched extensive 
funding campaigns and government funding has dried up (2000, 16). Even as early as the 
1980’s, King writes that “[The Director] is rarely, if ever, free to make major money-
raising decisions without consulting the university's development office” (1980, 25). This 
lack of autonomy severely inhibits the university museum's ability to fundraise and 
develop potential larger donors. 
To raise funds from outside sources university museums have had to become 
relevant to the broader community, developing programing that reaches a larger audience. 
Williumson worries that if university museums pander to the public, they will start to lose 
the unique ability to have exhibits that are controversial or cutting edge (2000, 17-18). 
Not everyone agrees. Sanford Sivitz Shaman, a museum director, proposes a different 
way of thinking about university museums: “Perhaps we should perceive the university 
museum the same way a university hospital is perceived, recognizing that service to the 
public only enhances its educational and instructional value” (1989, B3). Realistically, 
university museums must continue looking to outside sources for funds, and will have to 
balance the conflicting priorities of community and campus, while at the same time 
seeking a mix of funding which will hopefully lead to long-term financial stability. 
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Universities should seek to use their university museums as gateways to their 
campuses. Mary Elizabeth King in her article, “University Museum Staffs: Whom do 
they Serve?” focuses on this marketing purpose: “[T]hey should be viewed by the 
university as a vital public relations tool, and even more important, as a device for 
recruiting students and prospective financial supporters” (1980, 28). In the report funded 
by the University Museums Group and University Museums in Scotland, the researchers 
found that: 
Museums offer enormous potential for the development of meaningful 
partnerships between universities and their local and regional communities; they 
may be a university’s main or only space where academic-public engagement can 
take place (MacDonald, Arnold-Forster, and Curtis 2013, 10).  
 
However, Willumson has an opposing view point. He believes that as the university 
museum does more for the community, the university may think the university museum is 
moving away from the mission of the university, and therefore becoming less important 
to the university (2000, 16). Hopefully, university museums can heed both these points of 
view being able to tailor the needs of the public while serving the needs of the campus 
while still being able to do controversial programming. 
 The research as a whole seems to cover the unique challenges that university 
museums face. These problems are not new as Zeller writes:  
The issue of just how much or to what extent the campus museum should serve 
the needs of a wider community has been the dominant theme of literature in the 
field for forty years. Fundamental to the issue is the whole question of the campus 
museum’s identity or role model (1975, 87)  
This is an issue still being discussed today and no business model has been created 
outside of those models adapted from the art museum world to adequately solve these 
problems. 
15 
 
 
 
Reaching a wide audience is crucial to the continued stability of university 
museums. However, little research seems to have been done on the best financial model 
for university museums as well as the successes and failures implicit in these models. 
School administrators rarely see the importance of the university museum and while King 
and MacDonald, Arnold-Forster, and Curtis believe that the university museum should be 
a gateway, little research has been conducted on exactly how this should work. University 
museums are required to seek permission from the parent in order to fundraise. The 
membership program will be severely hampered as long as university museums are 
denied access to their constituent base, which may lead to few potential supporters and 
donors for the organization. There is a real need for innovation and creativity in the 
funding of these university museums; however, this innovation is almost impossible with 
the lack of support that university museums are given in terms of professional staff whose 
focus is the funding issues of these university museums. 
 
History of Glencairn 
 
To understand Glencairn’s unique situation and business model one needs to 
understand how and why it was formed. The Academy of the New Church was formed in 
the early 20
th
 century based on the teachings of Emanuel Swedenborg. Emmanuel 
Swedenborg was an 18
th
 - century philosopher and theologian who wrote extensively 
about how to interpret the Bible. The leaders of the Academy, John Pitcairn and Rev. 
William Benade, felt that to better educate their students about spiritual matters, they 
needed to show them ancient religious art and artifacts. Benade and Pitcairn felt that 
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without understanding the world’s religious history, one could not understand one's own. 
They therefore, went on a tour of Italy, Greece, Egypt and Cyria and collected art and 
artifacts forming the basis of the Academy collection.  
 Glencairn Museum exists today because of John Pitcairn’s son, Raymond 
Pitcairn. Raymond was involved in the construction of the Bryn Athyn Cathedral, a 
medieval mix of Gothic and Romanesque architecture. During its construction, Raymond 
collected medieval stonework and stained glass as examples for his craftsmen. Upon 
completion of the Bryn Athyn Cathedral, Raymond decided to build a place to house his 
collection. Glencairn became home to the collection as well as the family home of 
Raymond, his wife Mildred, and their eight children. When Raymond and Mildred passed 
away in 1966 and 1979 respectively, the Pitcairn children decided that Glencairn was too 
large for any one family to live in, and they donated the home and medieval collection to 
The Academy of the New Church. The children created an endowment to care for the 
museum and its collection. The Academy’s private collection and museum were 
combined with Raymond Pitcairn’s artifacts and home to form Glencairn Museum. The 
Pitcairns have played an influential role in the development of Glencairn Museum. By 
providing an endowment, the Pitcairns ensured the longevity of the Museum. 
Since its doors opened in 1981, the staff has been actively and creatively 
establishing the Museum as a religious educational center for school groups as well as 
adults. The current mission states: 
Glencairn Museum exists to educate a diverse audience about the history of 
religion, using art and artifacts from a variety of cultures and time periods. We 
seek to build understanding between people of all beliefs through an appreciation 
of common spiritual history and values. The Museum’s special focus is to 
preserve and interpret the art, culture, and history of the New Church. 
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In the fiscal year 2013 it hosted over 15,000 guests. In the past decade it changed its 
focus to more fully encompass is on public tours and in the last two years their tour 
attendance has doubled (Henderson 2014). In addition, this year they are adding Sunday 
tours so that number is only expected to grow. 
Glencairn Museum offers a diverse programming schedule. Glencairn Museum 
holds regular college classes in art history and history for students from Bryn Athyn 
College, its parent entity. Throughout the year, they give tours to both children and adults. 
One such program that they give to the Academy schools is the Amazing Abby Tour. It is 
a murder mystery tour given to the sophomore girls, in order for them to understand Abby 
life during the Middle Ages right around the time when Martin Luther was pinning his 
treaties to pillars outside churches. Two of the broader community events are the 
Christmas Sing that predates the Museum and began in 1911, a family tradition that was 
carried over into the Museum. The Sing hosts the Academy of the New Church choir, as 
well as musicians from the Philadelphia Orchestra. Another large community event 
hosted at Glencairn Museum is the Landmarks in Lights event. It is held in the evening, 
and short tours are given of the different historic district buildings, which are magnificent 
lit up in the summer sky. For members, Glencairn holds two members-only events. The 
first is an annual trip to a museum with a collection that relates to the mission of 
Glencairn or has a collection that is similar to Glencairn’s. The trips in the last several 
years have sold out and been quite successful. The second is a brunch hosted in the spring 
where special tours are given. 
 Glencairn Museum is a good model to use as a case study because of the many 
attributes that make it fit right into the small to mid-size university museum model. One 
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of its unique features is that it has a significant endowment, which for many years has led 
it to sit back and let the parent organization have complete control over its donor and 
membership base. Now, with a new director, more focus is being given to increasing their 
audience base and to eventually fundraising with higher level donors.  Brian Henderson, 
director of Glencairn Museum explains: 
We are blessed to have an extremely generous endowment. We need to keep in 
mind, that this endowment was gifted along with Glencairn and its collections 
primarily to maintain the integrity and aesthetic quality of the building. The 
building itself is a critical part of the collections as an architectural masterpiece.  
It has been 75 years since Glencairn was completed and the Pitcairn family 
moved in. Financially, it is critical that we expand our non-endowment revenue 
(2014). 
 
If Glencairn does not expand their membership and eventually their donor base, to help 
support the new programming and the staff to keep up with more traffic, they will be 
unable to do needed repairs and ensure that they are “broadening the reach of [their] 
mission (Henderson 2014). By working with them, I was able to incorporate questions 
that would look at their unique position as well as how they might be better served by 
developing new models that give them better control over their constituent base. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
Glencairn’s Business Model Assessment 
 
This section is a combination of primary research: an interview with the director, 
conversations with the staff and my personal knowledge of the organization. It sets the 
stage for what follows: the focus groups and surveys that were conducted on Glencairn’s 
audience. Each university museum has its own structure and fundraising model as well as 
aspects that are common. Therefore, focusing on a specific university museum will 
succeed both in telling us about the specific problems that Glencairn faces but whether 
these problems are the ones faced by the sector. 
Glencairn Museum is a subsidiary organization of The Academy of the New 
Church, and the director reports to the Managing Director both of The Academy of the 
New Church and Bryn Athyn College. In addition to Glencairn Museum, the Academy 
operates a girls and boys secondary school and a college. The organization is unusually 
fragmented, with a very small donor pool given the number of affiliate organizations. In 
2008, the Academy launched a Capital Campaign before the economic recession, but the 
Campaign faced significant problems when a few major donors pulled out of the 
campaign due to lack of buy in on strategies and offended by new policies. There was a 
lack of engagement with both donors, employees, and the community in the strategic 
planning process; many changes were made in a very short period of time without their 
input. These were changes that perhaps needed to be made, but created a lot of 
misunderstanding within the community that lead to a lot of donors becoming disengaged 
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before the Capital Campaign was completed. Even today, some donors are still hesitant to 
give because of the past mistakes. Before and during these problems, the Academy 
constructed 11 new buildings, taking out significant loans to cover the buildings. As the 
Academy continues to struggle under the debt of its past, Glencairn Museum has been 
discouraged from actively fundraising for anything. Glencairn Museum is fortunate, 
given this restriction, that they have a significant endowment of $40-45 million that 
supports their annual operations. 
Glencairn Museum’s lack of brand autonomy from the university is highly 
obvious on the online giving portal. Glencairn’s administration avoids pointing members 
or donors towards the portal because the portal is branded by the church and school rather 
than reflecting Glencairn Museum’s own marketing theme. Furthermore, when the 
membership dues or donation payment is posted to the member’s or donor’s bank 
statement, “Academy of the New Church” appears instead of Glencairn Museum. This 
payment information could cause members and donors to think that their payment has 
been misdirected. The same problem is true for people who try to become a member 
through the portal, which is why Glencairn Museum only chooses to accept payments 
over the phone and through the mail (Echols 2013).  As Glencairn Museum gains more 
donors, who do not have an affiliation with the church and school, they may not 
understand the connection between the Academy and Glencairn Museum.   
Glencairn Museum and Cairnwood Estate
2
 (unlike the two other Bryn Athyn 
Historic District organizations) have the widest target audience. These two organizations 
                                                 
2
 Cairnwood Estate is part of the historic district, and was the home of Raymond Pitcairn’s father, John. 
Today it is a hospitality center that hosts a significant number of weddings each year as well as giving 
regular tours and events. 
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could serve as effective gateways into the community—bringing new people to the other 
organizations in the Bryn Athyn area. For example, 42% of Glencairn’s membership has 
no other direct relationship with the Bryn Athyn community. As shown through the 
literature, some researchers believe that this gateway is achievable and should be part of 
the college’s mission (King 1980, 28). Much of the literature discusses how university 
museums cannot survive by only providing programing to the university. Moreover if a 
university museum seeks outside support it must then offer programming to a wider 
audience. 
To change their university museum funding model, Glencairn administration is 
considering two possible programs, one being a joint membership program with 
Cairnwood Estate at an approximate cost of $1,000 a year, and the other an elite 
membership program at an approximate cost of $500 a year for Glencairn Museum 
(Henderson 2013). Cairnwood Estate has already begun to create a higher level 
membership pool by hosting a gala every two years.  The entry cost for the gala is 
significantly higher than any event that Glencairn Museum hosts. The proceeds from the 
gala help fund, Cairnwood’s historic tours, research, exhibits and collections 
management. Many tourists attend both Cairnwood Estate and Glencairn Museum when 
visiting the area, and so the joint membership program is something which both 
institutions would benefit from. 
In 2013, when Glencairn’s administration asked the parent organization if they 
could send an appeal letter to their membership base, the administration was told they 
could only send an appeal letter to members who were unconnected to the Bryn Athyn 
church and schools so there would not an over taxing of donors (Henderson 2013). This 
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appeal letter was the first of its kind to be sent on Glencairn Museum’s behalf. 
Unfortunately, the appeal was unsuccessful; raising few funds due in part to the 
insignificant size of the segment. But an important lesson was learned. In order to raise 
significant funds, Glencairn Museum needs to be able to appeal to its entire current 
membership base. Without the parent entity's approval to appeal to their current 
membership base, Glencairn Museum will have significant problems for fundraising.  
Glencairn Museum’s administration, due to lack of experience, time, and 
resources, have struggled to define the success of its membership program and at this 
juncture have no fundraising plan (Echols 2013). In the early 2000’s, Glencairn Museum 
created a paying membership program. The current program has 219 memberships. 
Additionally, the free-to-employee membership program is around 300. From Zeller’s 
article I know that the staff of university museums can usually be kept small since 
administrative support comes from the university. This is somewhat true for Glencairn 
Museum as they do receive administrative support from the Academy; however, unlike 
the other university museums discussed in the article, this administrative support is paid 
for by Glencairn’s endowment putting less stress on the schools operational budget. 
Glencairn Museum restructured their membership program in the fall of 2012. 
Glencairn’s administration did not have the time or resources to evaluate the changes, 
however, and thereby improve the program both in membership experience and cost 
effectiveness. The administration changed the membership program in five ways: they 
gave all membership levels free admission to the four annual festivals; they increased the 
family membership by $20, removed the Frequent Visitor level, added a Gold Individual 
Level, and added a Gold Family Level. See Appendix B for their old membership 
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brochure and Appendix C to see the new membership brochure. The administration made 
these changes for two reasons: they wanted to create a higher membership level, albeit 
only modestly more costly, and secondly they realized that the membership cost was not 
paying for the expense to the institution (Echols 2013). The changes were made on the 
advice of a consultant.  Since the changes, their membership numbers have remained 
steady. While making a cost-effective membership program is a vital step according to 
Hayes & Slater and Pawsan & Troy Glencairn Museum has yet to have enough data to 
ensure that their current program is cost beneficial to their organization (2003 and 2004). 
 An important component of Glencairn’s membership program is the number of 
memberships that are given away for free, almost 60 percent. These free memberships are 
given to the employees of the sister and parent organizations of Glencairn Museum. 
Glencairn Museum has never formally evaluated whether this is a useful method in 
gaining employee engagement and whether it encourages those employees to visit 
Glencairn Museum on a regular basis. Additionally, a concern from Glencairn’s 
administration is that many employees may be unaware of the membership program, as 
they do not send annual letters or membership cards (Echols 2013). Glencairn Museum 
regularly sends out marketing emails about events that are free to employees as well as 
sending out a quarterly newsletter, which invites the employees to learn more about the 
collection, the Pitcairn family and the building itself. This unique employee membership 
program may be a vital component of Glencairn Museum, though it is difficult to 
evaluate against the literature because it is not something that has been researched by 
Glencairn Museum or by the broader sector. Furthermore, this employee membership 
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program is unlikely to contribute to the higher level fundraising program that Glencairn 
Museum wants to begin as these employee members are not paying for their engagement. 
Until recently, Pitcairn family members have been considered automatic members 
of the Museum. The chair of the family foundation is supporting Glencairn Museum 
administration in restructuring the Pitcairn family relationship (Henderson 2013). The 
family members as of November 2013 were given gold level membership for a two year 
period. After that period, Pitcairn family members will have to pay to renew their 
membership, and will have to become individual active supporters of the Glencairn 
Museum in order to maintain their membership (Echols 2013). These new procedures 
will cause consistency within the membership practices, allowing the Pitcairns to become 
a part of the fundraising model that Glencairn Museum is actively seeking to create.  
The Glencairn Foundation, the Pitcairn family’s foundation, has significantly 
supported the Glencairn Museum through funding projects. Some years ago, during the 
middle of the Academy’s Capital Campaign meltdown, the Glencairn Foundation 
requested that Glencairn Museum make a grant proposal for an essential project. 
Glencairn’s director was told by its parent organization that its request was less important 
than the Academy’s and that Glencairn should wait a year to make their request. The 
Glencairn Museum director ceded to the Academy leadership and did not create a 
proposal. When the Glencairn Foundation heard about the Academy leadership's request 
to Glencairn Museum, they circumvented Academy leadership and asked the director 
what project he wanted funded for the year and gave him the funds to do it (Henderson 
2013). This circumvention by the parent organization is not unusual for university 
museums. Most universities see another letter to their donors as potential competition, 
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which could lead to donor fatigue. However, in my conversation with Diane Ward, 
president of Membership Matters, a firm that consults nonprofit organizations on their 
membership, she says it is vital to schedule mailings in such a way that both 
organizations can have a piece of the funding pie (Ward 2014). 
  
Survey Demographics 
 
The survey demographics show a response rate from paying members at 41%, 
employee members at 40%, nonmembers at 20%, and former members at 5%.  The 
response rate overall was higher than expected.  In order to further understand 
Glencairn’s membership, the staff and I decided to look at the demographics of survey 
participants. In the survey, we found 81% of Glencairn’s membership is 55 and older. 
Glencairn member survey participants are predominately female, at 67%. Slightly less 
than half have attended either the Academy of the New Church or Bryn Athyn College. 
More than half of the survey participants are members of the New Church; this is slightly 
higher than the actual demographics of membership. Of those members who participated, 
nearly half left the question “What was your household” income blank, but of those who 
responded, 42% made $100,000 or more with 36% making $50,000 - $99,999.  
 Employee members (to become an employee member you only need to be an 
employee of the parent or sister organizations) reflect slightly different demographics. 
The age spread is more reflective of employees with only 4% being 65 and older. Sixty-
three percent of employee members are female; this is reflective of the higher rate of 
female employment. Ninety-two percent of employees indicate they are members of the 
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New Church. The income is slightly lower than the current membership and unlike 
current member respondents, only a few employees chose not to share their income 
information. 
 Non-member responders are fairly evenly spread in regards to age with a slight 
trend towards 45 and older. This group seems to be even more strongly female at 79%. 
Glencairn staff told me that this is reflective of their audience as most visitors tend to be 
older women. It is interesting to note in this data that more people in the non-member 
category identify as Christians, 62%, with only 24% identifying as New Church.  For 
non-members, income is in the complete range with only a slight uptick of 24% at 
$50,000-$74,000.  This income spread may indicate that Glencairn is able to target a 
broad range of economic diversity not otherwise seen at places with higher entrance 
costs. 
 
Current Membership Motivation and Programming 
 
 The funding model for university museums has not been researched due to the 
smaller size of their membership and fundraising programs. To evaluate the opportunities 
of Glencairn’s business model, I needed to understand how their audience engages with 
them and why they become members. This basic understanding will give us insight into 
the university museum financial model and how members can be moved to support the 
institution beyond their yearly membership dues. Glencairn Museum faces some of the 
same challenges as other university museums and needs to learn from these problems in 
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order to address them. University museums should be studied as their capacity is severely 
hampered by their status within the institution and their small staff. 
As Glencairn Museum’s membership base is small and their fundraising model is 
non-existent, research was needed to understand the motivation of its small membership 
base. Three main reasons that visitors joined Glencairn museum became evident through 
the survey: they wished to support the museum, to attend its many programs, and to 
benefit from the financial savings. “Supporting the museum” was repeated in the reasons 
both for becoming a member and for retaining membership. The phrase seems to indicate 
a deep level of caring for Glencairn Museum by the members, but it is unclear from the 
data if it indicates a deeper level of support for the mission.  
 In the literature, Sherman defines members as visitors who are seeking to support 
the mission of the organization (2013, 70-71). However, few of Glencairn’s members 
indicated the mission as a reason for joining. I learned through the focus groups that 
many visitors are unaware of Glencairn’s mission. This lack of awareness may have been 
because most of the focus group participants were new to the museum. Additional 
research is needed to determine if supporting the museum means supporting the mission, 
and whether this mission is clear to all members. In order to turn members into donors, an 
organization has to build meaningful relationships, starting with those who are already 
engaged.  There could be a potential problem for Glencairn in building higher levels of 
financial involvement if its membership is not connecting with the museum's mission. 
Members indicated how much they appreciate the program offerings. Further 
verifying this appreciation was that every single program was mentioned multiple times. 
Members want to enjoy all the programming that is offered throughout the year, 
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immersing themselves in Glencairn Museum. This seems to indicate members who are 
actively engaged in the programming.  Yet, like other university museums, Glencairn 
does not have the resources or capacity to create a multi-tiered system to the extent a 
larger museum would.  It is clear from the research that large organizations are able to 
diversify their membership programing by creating many tiers of membership that allow 
people to join at the levels that make sense for the budget and for their motivations.  
Therefore, there may be a limit to the audiences Glencairn reaches with its programing. 
As expected, some people purchased the membership to receive discounts on 
concert tickets and free passes.  As noted previously, Glencairn’s pricing structure for 
membership has changed within the last two years. Glencairn Museum has made progress 
in increasing the cost of membership but they may need to implement further price 
increases or more levels of memberships. As discussed earlier from Hayes and Slater 
research, to have a successful membership program the benefit to the museum must 
exceed the benefit to the person (2003). 
The administration has recently become concerned because they believe that a 
significant portion of their paying members became members due to the concert series 
discounts. The concert series is typically chamber music, performed in the Great Hall of 
Glencairn, hosting approximately six a year.  Though on occasion, they have hosted 
religious music that ties to a collection the majority are just classical music pieces. The 
donor who funded the program has died, and the administration is uncertain whether 
Glencairn will be able to continue these concerts without this funding source (Echols 
2013). The concert series, while not inherently tied to the mission, was a part of 
Glencairn’s family history. Concerts have been hosted in Glencairn since the Museum 
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was a family home. The crowd that attends is significantly older.  It is possible that many 
of concert attendees/members may have been friends of the Pitcairns and been attending 
concerts at Glencairn for most of their life. In the survey, I asked about people’s favorite 
programing, about 40% of respondents said that the concert series was their favorite 
program. This was reflected in the reason for becoming a member, however, rarely when 
the concert series was mentioned was it listed as the only reason for becoming a member.  
Also noteworthy for Glencairn Museum is that of the 40% of members who list concert 
series as their favorite programing 70% of those people have some affiliation with the 
community outside of Glencairn Museum. Based on the survey data, Glencairn Museum 
might lose a small percentage of its current membership, but on the whole I believe the 
membership program would still be viable. It would be reasonable to assume that some 
membership purchases are due to the specific programing. 
A significant portion of visitors purchase memberships so that they can bring 
friends and family to the museum. These people can enhance the marketing efforts. This 
invitation to friends and family is highly motivating both on an individual level, but also 
on an institutional level. This sharing of the museum to both family and friends was 
discussed and written about from both the external paid membership, the internal paid 
membership, and for the employee membership program. Inviting someone to the 
museum is a powerful tool and yet one Glencairn Museum cannot readily control. As one 
person in the Focus Group stated “I would come more often if my friends were going.” 
Most visitors stated they are unlikely to attend a museum alone. 
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Supporting Glencairn 
 
 Glencairn Museum wants to create new fundraising opportunities so that 
programing can be supported financially by its audience instead of depending solely on 
its endowment. With approximately 15,000 visitors per year, it is not making a significant 
impact in the broader Philadelphia region. Currently, the fundraising consists primarily of 
a donation box for donors to contribute to as they exit the building. These donors are not 
asked specifically to do so, or further cultivated when they do contribute.  
 Glencairn Museum administration wanted to understand how the audience would 
feel about these two different programs and whether people would be interested in joining 
at these higher levels of memberships. The question was embedded in the survey as well 
as in conversations with focus groups. I rated both these programs on a scale of 5-1 from 
most to least interested. In the overall survey analytics 7.7% of people fell in the 5-4 most 
interested range for the $1,000 program, and 9.8% of people fell in the 5-4 range for the 
$500 program.  
However, when data is further dissected the results are more positive. For current 
members 10.9% of people fell in the 5-4 range for the $1,000 program, and 13.3% fell in 
the 5-4 range for the $500 program.  This range is similar to what would one expect of 
the business model for donations with 10% of the population covering 90% of the cost as 
discussed by Weinstein. This data indicates that the $1,000 program would be the 
highest-priced program that I would suggest implementing at this time. There is a high 
enough percentage of interest from Glencairn alone, so if – Cairnwood’s audience base 
was surveyed, one might reasonably expect additional interest. 
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 For employees, the $1,000 program shows only 3.2% of the population at a very 
high interest level. The $500 program shows a slightly better result of 6.4% of employee 
members interested at a high level. I discovered through my conversations with 
employees that those who are engaged with Glencairn Museum’s programing would 
enjoy hearing about further opportunities to support the museum. Several said that if they 
were asked to donate they would contribute to the Glencairn Museum. Furthermore, in 
one interview, I spoke to an employee from the Advancement Department for the parent 
entity. She felt that it was inevitable that Glencairn Museum start a fundraising campaign, 
but she feels that Bryn Athyn community members are more jaded to appeal letters then 
other organizations that she has worked for. She felt that to avoid further community 
resentment towards appeal letters, letters should specifically target those already engaged 
with Glencairn Museum. In the focus group one person commented to my question about 
receiving an appeal letter, she said: “I think that would be appropriate. It’s an asset to the 
community and I think that would be something that [community members] would want 
to support.” There seems to be a general positive consensus towards receiving an appeal 
letter if it was sent to actively engaged employee members. This seems backed by the 
literature cited by Sherman, Hayes and Slater, Bhattacharya et al that the people most 
likely to support the organization are those that are already engaged with the museum's 
purpose (2013, 2003, and 1995). 
People were asked in the survey if they would be interested in supporting 
Glencairn Museum through monetary means or volunteer support. Overall 39.6% of 
people who took the survey would be willing to donate or volunteer their time. As one 
would expect, current members responded with a higher percentage rate, saying yes to 
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volunteering or supporting Glencairn Museum at 59.6%.  Comparatively, only 29.5% of 
employee members said they would be interested in supporting Glencairn Museum 
through monetary means or volunteer support, though an additional 61.5% said that they 
would consider it. Non-members were at the lowest percentage only 9.7% said yes to 
supporting the museum through volunteering or monetary support. These percentages are 
as expected as non-members have yet to build the rapport and mission alignment that is 
needed to support Glencairn Museum above the cost of admission. This was clearly 
articulated in the literature and is further affirmed by the primary research. 
 
Employee Members Appreciation and Changes 
 
Glencairn's employee membership is hard to compare to the literature. It is typical 
for university museums to offer free programing and membership to the university’s 
employees, but no research projects seemed to focus on this, perhaps because it is 
unlikely to increase funding. It seems clear that while these people may give occasional 
donations, only those who are actively engaged on a regular basis are likely to donate, 
and as these employees are all over the map in terms of engagement it would require 
intensive tracking to know who is attending with regularity. 
One of the concerns expressed by the Glencairn Museum administration was that 
some employees may be unaware of the employee membership program. Glencairn 
Museum has not tracked usage of this program, but given the nature of the small 
community, the administration has a general estimate of attendance—only a small 
percentage of employees use the membership program with regularity. When employees 
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were asked how many times they visited Glencairn Museum in a year, the survey data 
indicated a quarter in each of the categories of 0-1, 1-3, 3-5, and 5-8. This data seems to 
indicate that attendance varies drastically among the employees. However, the survey 
data is conflicted, since when employees were asked if they used the employee 
membership program 40.5% said no, which is perplexing when only 21.5% attended the 
museum 0-1 times per year. Perhaps employees believe that when they are visiting with 
students that they are not using their membership. Only 4%, of respondents were unaware 
of the membership program, and became aware of the program through this survey. This 
low percentage indicates that Glencairn Museum is reaching this target constituent base. 
In the focus group it became clear that favorite memories fell into two categories: 
children’s programming and community events. Two employees cited the Amazing Abby 
tour as their favorite experience.  Also many of the parents enjoy seeing their children 
engaged in the programing—learning and having fun. It was apparent through the focus 
groups and also interviews with employee members that employees value the community 
events that Glencairn Museum hosts every year like the Christmas Sing and Landmarks 
and Lights, events where both the internal New Church community and the broader 
community are being served. Each university museum should actively discover what 
programs are serving their audience the best, evaluating their service to ensure the best 
programing. 
 The employee members appreciate Glencairn Museum even when they are unable 
to visit on a regular basis. One employee in the focus group remarked “being a part of the 
employee membership program is like being a part of the club.” There were many 
phrases in the qualitative data of the survey like “I love it” or “appreciate the events” or 
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“you always do excellent work”. The reason given for not attending more often is due to 
general busyness. Employees are aware of the events: through emails, posters in Bryn 
Athyn, and the balloons tied to a sign on Huntingdon Pike whenever the museum is open. 
More clarity for part-time employees is needed; depending on the staff or 
volunteers they talked to, these part-time employees have been told differing things about 
their membership status. In the past, there has also been confusion around whether 
families of an employee are also members. One employee in my focus group called to ask 
whether their family were considered members, but some employees may not go out of 
their way to find out information. This may be changing as in recent years the emails that 
have been sent to employees usually state who is invited for free. 
 Glencairn Museum is considering changing its employee membership program—
instead of a free membership program it would charge a small annual fee to employees 
thereby allowing employees to opt in or out of the program. From both the survey and 
focus group data, it seems that this may not be well received by employee members. One 
employee said in the focus group “Not that the $10 is that much but it’s just the process 
of remembering. That’s just so pathetic, but it’s true.” However, another employee said 
“But at the same time, while I wouldn’t necessarily pay a $10 membership fee, that 
wouldn’t prevent me from coming to an event. If it was something that I wanted to go to 
and you needed to pay, I would just pay at the door.”  In the survey, when the question 
was asked, “If the membership program were to charge a token amount (ex. half price, 
current cost is $30 for individual membership) would you join?” only 43% of the people 
who took the survey said they would join. While charging a nominal fee would allow 
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employees to opt in or opt out, it may not be worth the extra work required by 
Glencairn’s staff on the upkeep and the administrative oversight.  
 
Non-Member 
 
 Glencairn administration has wanted to increase revenue as part of its Strategic 
Plan. In the past three years it has been focusing on its ticket revenue and more recently 
on changing the membership pricing structure. The next logical step is focusing on a 
fundraising plan. In order to create a successful fundraising plan Glencairn needs more 
memberships. In the focus group, the reason most cited for not becoming a member was 
either that they were unaware of the program or they had not been asked. Or worse, one 
man mentioned at the beginning of his tour that he was interested in the membership 
program, but he had not been followed up with or given further information about the 
membership program. 
For Glencairn Museum to grow its membership program, people will need to be 
asked to support the educational purpose of Glencairn Museum or at the very least have 
the benefits of the membership program described to them. People, who have an ongoing 
relationship with Glencairn Museum, eventually hear about the program. The non-
members who responded to the question “Are you aware of the membership program?” 
answered affirmatively at a rate of 81.3%. Of the non-member responders, 68.8% said 
they visited the museum 0-1 times per year – a limited engagement with Glencairn 
Museum. Non-members were asked if they were invited to become a member, and about 
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half agreed. This lack of marketing the membership program could explain Glencairn’s 
small number of members.  
 A number of the non-members stated that they are not local to the Bryn Athyn 
historic district. These non-local non-members are unlikely to visit Glencairn Museum on 
a regular basis and will not support beyond their admission price. These people are 
visiting Glencairn while on vacation or while visiting family, so it would appear that for 
some reason, Glencairn's marketing is not engaging the local community. Glencairn 
Museum is a highly specialized museum, which may draw a specialized audience (hence 
the travel being made to visit the Bryn Athyn historic district) but it is hard to target an 
audience that is far afield. Glencairn Museum needs to ensure that their marketing is 
reaching a local audience to ensure a measure of repeatability and potential museum 
memberships. 
 People visit Glencairn Museum in part because of the architecture. The building is 
visible from a main road. Of the seven focus groups, five groups mentioned architecture 
as one of their favorite parts about Glencairn Museum. Those same people were very 
interested in the family story, and the origin of Bryn Athyn. Glencairn Museum attracts 
new visitors because of the location and visibility. This attractive feature means that 
many people may not initially know about the mission or purpose. Audience members on 
first visiting without a lot of knowledge may expect the Pitcairn family history, not the 
religious history actually given. The origin of the building is only a small part of the tours 
and events for Glencairn Museum. This reason for attending Glencairn Museum – an 
interest in finding out about the family history – may actually prevent Glencairn from 
gaining new members and donors. If new people attend for reasons outside of the 
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mission; it will take more relationship building to transition them from being visitors to 
becoming members. University museums may not typically have this issue unless the 
building is a historic landmark or has a strong donor story that surrounds its origin.  
 
Former members 
 
 Retention at Glencairn Museum is better than expected. Only a few people drop 
their memberships each year. The respondents for the survey had two main reasons for 
dropping their membership—cost and forgetting to renew. Doreen Carey, the operations 
manager and membership coordinator, said that she often receives death notices for 
members, a problem for the senior audience that Glencairn Museum attracts.  Former 
members generally have an appreciation for Glencairn Museum with some indicating that 
they plan on renewing their membership but have not made it a priority.  Others 
mentioned that they cannot renew because of cost, and that perhaps in the future their 
financial situation will change. Glencairn Museum membership payments have to be sent 
through the mail, taken over the phone or paid at an event. Glencairn Museum does not 
currently have the capacity for automated membership renewal or online renewal. I 
believe that this is a potential barrier and is causing delays in its membership retention 
and renewal. 
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Marketing 
 
 Glencairn Museum has a marketing problem; this became apparent while 
conducting focus groups. Some of the people who participated lived very close to the 
Museum and had driven by many times, but were unaware that the Museum was open to 
the public, despite signage on the main road. One participant asked “Wait, do they want 
to expand? Do they want to keep it close[d]?” Another participant mentioned the stigma 
surrounding the area that Bryn Athyn is and was a closed community. From the 1960’s 
through the 1990’s, this closed community impression was put forth by community 
members as they did not want the outside world corrupting their small church 
community. Further, there were rumors from the surrounding area that Bryn Athyn was a 
cult. While the stigma has declined, the impression remains for people who have lived 
just outside of the community. This attitude is something Glencairn Museum will have to 
work to diffuse even further as it tries to open its doors to the outside world. The last 
thing Glencairn Museum wants is to be a hidden gem. 
 Glencairn Museum is trying to reach the broader community through discount 
coupon offers. The public relations person manages these coupon offers in such a way 
that it does not hinder member participation. They do this by limiting the amount of 
coupons sold and limiting it to festival days when the entire building is open and the 
capacity is significantly higher. Many of the people that I spoke to in focus groups had 
discovered Glencairn Museum through these discount offers, so it seems to be a vital, 
relatively inexpensive marketing tool for Glencairn to use.  
 In the last two years social media has become a key component in Glencairn 
Museum’s marketing strategy. Glencairn staff started an extensive social media program 
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with the Nativity exhibit of 2012. Stated in their strategic plan, their ambitious goal was 
to have over 3,000 attendees over the Christmas season. The administration saw 
extraordinary results, hosting 2,854 guests, short of their goal by 5%, receiving more 
visitors than any past Christmas season. Social media proved its worth over the 2012 
season and the staff has implemented into its annual marketing strategy. As of April 2014, 
Glencairn Museum has over 2,000 followers on Facebook.  In the employee focus groups 
social media was mentioned as a key reminder for these events. Social media is a key tool 
in the university museum marketing strategy. Marketing will directly affect the audience 
base and therefore membership and the donor pool. 
 
Programming 
 
 Glencairn Museum offers a range of programming each year. The administration 
tries to vary their programming from festival days, school and adult tours, concert series 
and lectures. Programming is an essential part of the membership makeup including those 
available to all and specific to the membership. Larger art museums have many more 
programs—more programs then any one person could attend. Smaller museums have a 
smaller set of programs to offer. They also have to consider what members-only events 
they can offer that are not cost-prohibitive to the museum. University museums are 
unlikely to have the highly tiered structure one might find at a large art museum, partly 
because they have fewer programs to offer and a smaller membership base to stratify. 
While a university museum has fewer tiers, it is still important to consider the different 
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levels of people who are likely to be purchasing the membership and consider what the 
different needs of these members might be.  
 One of the ideas that became very clear from the focus groups was that 
Glencairn’s audiences are very interested in behind-the-scenes tour. Many visitors wanted 
to know what was behind closed doors, in cubby holes, and what the Pitcairns' family 
secrets were. The administration wondered if this might be another tool to encourage 
people to join the museum. It seems clear from, the positive results of the survey and 
focus groups, that this should be an annual program. However, the results from the survey 
are inconclusive about whether it would bolster their membership program. 
 The survey indicates that 75% of people would be interested in a behind-the-
scenes tour. When those same people were asked if a behind-the-scenes tour would entice 
purchase of a membership, the results were highly dispersed: 15% said yes, 26.8% said 
no, 29.3% said maybe and 28.7% said it was not applicable. Nevertheless, when dissected 
further, the numbers indicate that 89.3% of current members would be interested in a 
behind-the-scenes tour. The results from the second question, “would this tour encourage 
you to become a member?” are conflicting, perhaps because members were not sure 
whether this question applied to them. Employee members were less interested with 
62.8% of the responders saying they would be interested in a behind-the-scenes tour 
again with unclear results for the second question because it does not apply. Non-
members responded highly in favor with 71.0% interested in a behind-the-scenes tour. 
However, when asked whether this would encourage them to purchase a membership 
only 9.7% said yes to this question with an additional 51.6% saying maybe.  This lack of 
interest could be because Glencairn Museum has to impact these people in a meaningful 
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way before they are interested in giving further support. When reviewing the literature it 
is unclear when a university museum or museum should add a program. There seems 
significant enough interest based on the response from my survey and focus groups for 
Glencairn to start a new program for the membership. 
 Members-only events are supposed to be a way of acknowledging one's 
supporters, bringing them ever closer to one's purpose, and potentially creating 
relationships for higher level support. When members were asked about their favorite 
programs only 7.5% chose members-only events and employees ranked it second to last 
at 7.6%. It seems that some people might appreciate this programming, but it is an 
insignificant motivator for turning visitors into members or even retaining membership. 
This data indicates that administration should keep costs low as it is only appreciated by a 
small percentage of the membership.  Unfortunately, last year, the members-only trip to 
Washington D.C. was planned for the middle of the sequester and had to be cancelled. 
One of the employee members I interviewed expressed her disappointment over the 
cancellation. Another member expressed her appreciation over the other members-only 
event and said “I am looking forward to this brunch on March 15th. [With] what the 
program charged I even convinced my friend to become a member because it seemed a 
special event.”  There are a few members who value the members-only events; it maybe 
that they value it as another program offering but it is not their favorite program. 
For employee membership, Glencairn acts as a community center, and these 
employees are excited to see external community become involved with the Bryn Athyn 
community. This result can be seen in the focus group and in the interviews where 
community was a part of what visitors excited in visiting Glencairn. The Christmas Sing 
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was the most often mentioned community event. “What makes this event so special”, 
says one employee member is that “the whole community turns up; it’s local performers 
and professionals. It’s where everyone comes together.” The event has become a part of 
people’s traditional Christmas season.  
In addition, employee members enjoy the Landmarks and Lights community 
event. Employee members said that the part of the charm of the event is its welcoming 
atmosphere. These events are key for Glencairn as it bridges the gap between the Bryn 
Athyn community to a larger collective community. For those who are opting in, it’s a 
community that very much appreciates what Glencairn has to offer. These events can start 
to bring new people into the Museum as well as start to create a larger potential pool of 
museum members and donors. 
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CHAPTER THREE  
 
Discussion 
 
University museums' funding comes from a variety of sources, funded similarly to 
their museum counterparts, but usually lacking significant endowment income and 
complete control of their own constituent base. Glencairn’s endowment supports a full-
time staff of eight and an additional part-time staff of five. Their endowment of $40-45 
million is significantly larger than the $55,000 that McGraw cites as the average 
endowment (1996, 93). While this endowment has not allowed for significant growth and 
development of new programing, it is highly probable that it allows for better financial 
stability than other university museums. Each university museum has to create its own 
unique funding model.  
University museums, like their museum counterparts, need to ensure that they are 
benefiting both the consumer and the university museum when creating a membership 
program. As Hayes & Slater and Paswan & Troy say, the greatest beneficiary should be 
the museum, both in terms of income and building a donor base (2003, 60 and 2004, 65).  
Given the size of its staff and its lack of professional staff that specialize in fundraising, 
Glencairn Museum has no built-in mechanism to track usage to ensure the cost 
effectiveness of the program. This lack of tracking and evaluation is probably not unusual 
for university museums. However, it would be to Glencairn Museum's benefit to start to 
measure the success of its membership program. 
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Museums and university museums may differ in terms of membership motivation. 
As Glynn, Bhattacharya and Rao write in their research, art museum members are 
seeking social credibility, while, according to Paswan and Troy, lower levels of 
membership are joining for the tangible benefits (1996, 263 and 2004, 65). The primary 
research conducted with Glencairn Museum was inconclusive on this subject, so it gave 
no insight into whether the same social credibility applies to the smaller community-
based university museums. There are not enough tiered levels of membership to conclude 
whether Glencairn Museum attracts members with these fundamentally different 
motivations to their membership program. 
University museums typically have smaller membership bases than their museum 
counterparts.  Lack of research on this segment of the field, means that these 
organizations do not have access to the sort of tailored information that would help them 
avoid pitfalls and make wise funding choices. Further compounding this weakness is 
their smaller staffs and resources. Sherman writes that the museum fundraising model is 
supported by large membership programs providing the basis for fund development 
opportunities (2013, 71). University museums struggle because their membership bases 
are smaller, and their unique needs might be different than those of a larger institution. 
Exacerbating the university museums' funding problems is their lack of control over their 
own constituent base. Glencairn Museum is not alone in being prevented from sending 
mass appeal letters to the total of their membership base.  The university museum should 
be working in partnership with the university to create a stronger base of support, but 
until university museums are seen as a vital part of the academic institution they will 
continue to struggle with control over their constituent base.  
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While little has been written on healthy university/university museum 
relationships, one can see from the literature that a partnership is needed to strengthen 
both organizations as both play a role in reaching new people and creating a strong public 
image. University museums are strong only to the extent that their parent organizations 
support their autonomy, and in return, the university museum must work to strengthen its 
relationship to the university, as well as reaching audiences outside of its campus. 
Shaman and Willumson have opposing theories, the former believing that a university 
museum should interface with the broader local community, and the latter holding that a 
university museum should only be focused on meeting the needs of its campus (1989, B3 
and 2000, 17-18). However, neither of these theories have been researched in practice or 
developed. More research on the differences between these two theories should be done 
by focusing on two types of university museums: one that receives significant funding 
from outside sources and the other that only receives internal funding, and how this 
impacts the programing and the use of each. 
  
Possible Solutions 
 
 Membership is an essential component of the museum's earned income mix and 
of expanding the museum's base of support. However, university museums have a very 
difficult task in following this museum business model. This issue is caused by 
administration controlling the subsidiary organization. Glencairn Museum has felt this 
lack of autonomy from its parent entity's administration in various ways throughout the 
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years. Although it is beyond the purview of this paper to solve this dynamic, I will start to 
discuss possible solutions to Glencairn’s most dominant issues. 
 The most significant problem that Glencairn Museum faces is the lack of 
autonomy from its parent organization. Since Glencairn Museum shares a board with the 
Academy, the parent does not see Glencairn as a separate organization. Furthermore, 
potential employee donors discussed with me in interviews that they were worried that 
their donation would go to Academy initiatives rather than to supporting Glencairn 
Museum. The Academy’s administration will have to see Glencairn Museum's broader 
focus as a vital component of the Academy's marketing and outreach, and that bringing 
new donors to support the educational purposes of Glencairn Museum actually supports 
the Academy's mission. According to the literature, few successful examples of this 
“gateway” role have been researched. Glencairn Museum should consider a governance 
study and decide if its current structure is the best use of its administrative resources. 
 All university museums serve multiple audiences, and the different needs of these 
audiences are complementary, each improving the organization's use. Glencairn Museum 
serves the Academy students, faculty, the internal Bryn Athyn community, the broader 
community, and local elementary schools. In order to prevent overworking the staff, the 
director must acknowledge the multiple constituents and ensure by developing programs 
more slowly that the staff is not spliced in too many ways. The Academy could be using 
Glencairn Museum as a soft marketing tool, reaching people that the Academy may not 
have the resources to find. 
 The free employee membership program is not bringing in additional funding. 
Based on my research I believe that Glencairn has two options: to eliminate the free 
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membership program or to track usage of the membership program and send appeal 
letters to those who are actively engaged in Glencairn’s programming. If Glencairn 
Museum were to charge a small membership fee to employees, the Glencairn 
administration would not see enough usage to cover the administrative overhead. 
Glencairn’s administration has to decide between charging upfront and potentially losing 
a large audience base or asking for donations from those who are actively engaged. The 
benefit of charging upfront is that they may see more regular funding; however the 
benefit to asking funds from those already engaged is that they are likely to see larger 
gifts than a discounted membership would warrant. 
 Glencairn’s membership program is small and the potential donor base even 
smaller. The membership program numbers are unsurprising when looking at Glencairn’s 
total audience base. If Glencairn Museum wants to increase membership it needs to have 
more visitors on an annual basis. Most people in the surrounding area are unaware of 
Glencairn’s existence. Glencairn’s marketing needs improvement so that it can grow its 
audience base.  
 A potential marketing avenue is through members and visitors who already care 
about Glencairn Museum. Throughout the research it became quite clear that Glencairn 
Museum is a secret from most locals. Yet it is clear that members and friends of the 
Museum enjoy bringing friends and family to share the architecture and programing. 
Glencairn administration should consider starting a “share the secret” campaign, asking 
members and audience members to bring a friend. Using Glencairn’s “secret” status is a 
way that Glencairn Museum could turn a negative into a positive.    
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 Glencairn Museum has not made fundraising and membership a part of its 
strategic plan. The latest strategic plan, begun in 2011, discusses the importance of 
raising additional funds but does not articulate a strategy. If Glencairn Museum wants to 
make a museum fundraising business model it will have to create levels of support that 
encourages people to become members, and guides them from being members to 
becoming donors. Key to the fundraising museum model is publicly acknowledging 
donations from high level donors. At this time, Glencairn Museum has no formal way of 
recognizing high level donors, and in the past, the donors had specifically requested to be 
anonymous. As Glencairn administration start to widen the base of support, they will 
need to implement ways to recognize members. One of the simplest ways to acknowledge 
them in a non-permanent way is to add their names to an annual report. 
 
Future Research 
 
 University museums, especially non-art museums, should be studied as their own 
category, which takes into account different locations, sizes, and collections. Governance 
in many of these intuitions may need to change. University museums have been dealing 
with these problems for over fifty years, and have remained stagnant. University 
museums and galleries have radically different governance structures, and often depend 
on funding by the parent institution. Without greater autonomy, some of these 
institutions, even the larger ones, may never be able to become gateways to their 
campuses. 
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 The research may indicate that membership motivations for the university 
museum may be different than motivations for becoming members of art museums. A 
university museum may lack the prestige that may allow an art museum to have a 
significantly wider reach. University museums look to the needs of their campuses and 
their local communities. By studying several university museums with a community 
focus, the research may find different motivations from their smaller audience base that 
are potentially unique to each institution. 
 Further research should be done on whether university museums can successfully 
be gateways to their campuses. It would be important to start tracking whether the 
university museum can bring in students and form vital partnerships between others and 
its parent organization. Research should be done on how this gateway is formed.  
 
Conclusion 
  
 This study presented a case on a mid-size university museum’s business model 
and how the community focus might affect its fundraising. While the research is hyper-
focused on one organization, I have analyzed some of what is preventing university 
museums from raising significant funds, and how their membership models may affect 
this. The lack of autonomy from the parent organization may prevent fundraising at a 
higher level especially when it cannot form long-term relationships with those members 
who are likely to give.  
 University museums have the unique position of reaching a wider audience than 
the university as well as bringing prestige to the university campus. However, they are 
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typically undervalued and underappreciated by administration.  Further research needs to 
be done both on the motivations for university museum membership programs and how 
university museums can work as a gateway between the university and the larger 
community. University museums are a vital part of our educational system and serve a 
broad use both to the campus and to the broader public. 
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